The use of evaluation results is at the core of evaluation theory and practice. Major debates in the field have emphasized the importance of both the evaluator's role and the evaluation process itself in fostering evaluation use. A recent systematic review of interventions aimed at influencing policy-making or organizational behavior through knowledge exchange offers a new perspective on evaluation use. We propose here a framework for better understanding the embedded relations between evaluation context, choice of an evaluation model and use of results. The article argues that the evaluation context presents conditions that affect both the appropriateness of the evaluation model implemented and the use of results.
Introduction
How to foster results use? This question consistently occupies center stage in evaluation debates, which is hardly surprising, since use is at the very core of every evaluation endeavor. Despite the abundance of literature on this topic, we believe there are new insights to be gained from lessons developed in other disciplinary fields.
This article presents findings from a recently published large-scale systematic review on interventions aimed at influencing policy-making or organizational behavior through knowledge exchange (Contandriopoulos et al., 2010) . We used these findings to develop a framework for understanding the use of evaluation results.
First, in order to explain the origin of the analytical framework and present its main dimensions, we summarize some results of the systematic review. Then we apply the framework to four well-known evaluation models (utilization-focused evaluation, empowerment evaluation, realistic evaluation and democratic evaluation) to illustrate how it can shed new light on the understanding of results use. In conclusion, we discuss important consequences of this new perspective on the use of evaluation results, on the choice of an evaluation model and on possible avenues for fostering results use.
Part I: Building a conceptual model of use Data: A systematic literature review
The systematic review we used integrated results from various disciplinary perspectives on collective-level knowledge exchange. We use the term 'collective-level' here to describe interventions occurring at the organizational level or in policy-making arenas, as distinct from interventions targeting modification of individual behavior. This review focused on two relatively autonomous bodies of literature on knowledge exchange. The first is derived mostly from three sources: debates about the role of social sciences in society; studies of the use of evaluation results; and, to a lesser extent, rationalist management perspectives. The second body of literature, from the field of political sciences, comprises theoretical and empirical work on lobbying and on the functioning of policy networks.
Among the review's main findings was the identification of three core dimensions of knowledge-exchange contexts: cost-sharing, polarization and social structuring. The detailed results and in-depth description of the methodology have been published elsewhere (Contandriopoulos et al., 2010) . The present article is based on the first two of these three core dimensions.
Without entering into a full presentation of the systematic review, a few words on the methodology may be useful. Very schematically, for this review we developed a nonkeyword based approach, which we termed 'double-sided systematic snowball'. In the first (prospective) snowball step, we identified heuristically through team discussion seven traditions that contributed significantly to the understanding of knowledge exchange and use processes. We then identified articles perceived as representative of each tradition, generating a short list of seminal papers (n = 34). We used the ISI Web of Science Citation Index to identify all documents that cited them (n = 4102). Those documents were triaged according to their contribution to the understanding of the phenomenon under review, and 102 relevant documents were selected for in-depth analysis. In a second (retrospective) snowball step, we pooled the bibliographies of those selected documents (n = 5622) and applied algorithms to produce a set of documents consisting of articles cited five times or more and books cited seven times or more. Our objective was to identify what Greenhalgh et al. (2004) called 'landmark papers'. In all, we analyzed 205 documents to build a new integrated model of knowledge exchange and use. Details on the methodology used can be found in (Contandriopoulos et al., 2010) . Our analysis was based on methods inspired by Forbes and Griffiths' (2002: 144) 'analytical or theoretical synthesis', which is close to Pawson et al.' s (2005) 'realist review' approach.
Collective knowledge exchange, creation and use
As stated above, the review was focused on knowledge exchange occurring at the organizational or policy-making levels. Such collective systems are characterized by high levels of interdependency and interconnectedness among participants (Jordan and Maloney, 1997; March, 1988; March and Olsen, 1976; Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973; Rhodes, 1990) . In these systems, there is no single source of information and nor any passive receptors. All participants receive information from various sources, make sense of it, modify it and produce new information aimed at others. In such contexts, knowledge use depends on sense-making (Nonaka, 1994; Weick, 1995) and coalition-building (Heaney, 2006; Lemieux, 1998; Salisbury et al., 1987) , as well as on persuasion and rhetoric (Majone, 1989; Milbrath, 1960; Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, 1969; Russell et al., 2008; Van de Ven and Schomaker, 2002) . In our view, this definition of collective-level knowledge exchange closely fits the reality of most settings of program evaluation results use.
The nature of collective systems suggests that scientific evidence seldom, if ever, directly solves organizational or policy-level problems (Dobrow et al., 2004; Elliott and Popay, 2000; Lomas, 1990; Sabatier, 1978) . To be relevant, usable and meaningful, evidence needs to be embedded in what political science calls 'policy options' and what we generically describe here as action proposals. Action proposals are assertions that employ rhetoric to embed information into arguments to support a causal link between a given course of action and anticipated consequences (Bardach, 1984: 136; Brunsson, 1982; Haas, 1992; Knott and Wildavsky, 1980: 547; Majone, 1989: 6; Smith, 1984; Van de Ven and Schomaker, 2002) . We thus suggest a definition of collective-level knowledge use as the process by which users incorporate specific information into action proposals to influence others' thought, practices and collective action rules. Since the practical capacity of any given user to influence the collective system within which he or she intervenes is extremely contingent on contextspecific factors, this definition dissociates knowledge use from actual practices or outcomes (Henry and Mark, 2003; Weiss, 1978: 35) .
Two core dimensions of the context of use
Ideology and polarization-Converging theoretical and empirical data on knowledge use suggest that, when a user's understanding of the implications of a given piece of information runs contrary to his or her opinions or preferences, this information will be ignored, contradicted, or, at the very least, subjected to strong skepticism and low use (Albaek, 1995; Booth, 1990; Bowen and Zwi, 2005; Bryant, 2003; Caplan et al., 1975; Elliott and Popay, 2000; Florio and Demartini, 1993; Freeman, 2007; Gabbay et al., 2003; Knott and Wildavsky, 1980; Lomas, 1990; Shulha and Cousins, 1997; Weiss, 1983; Bucuvalas, 1980a, 1980b; Whiteman, 1985) . It should also be stressed that real-life contexts of use are generally characterized by the interaction of several users, who should not be presumed to have similar perceptions about any given piece of information. This introduces the notion of issue polarization (Bourgeois and Nizet, 1993; Weiss, 1977c) . Contexts are said to be characterized by low issue polarization when potential users share similar opinions and preferences regarding: 1) the problematization of the issue (consensus on the perception that a given situation is a problem and not the normal or desirable state of affairs); 2) the prioritization and salience of the issue (as compared with other potential issues); and 3) the criteria against which potential solutions should be assessed. Conversely, as the level of consensus on those aspects diminishes, issue polarization grows.
There is broad consensus in the literature reviewed that issue polarization is a core feature of the context of use. Discussions within knowledge exchange systems can take the form of technical debates based on rational processes only if the context is characterized by low issue polarization. Conversely, as the level of consensus among participants drops, polarization increases and the potential for resolving differences through rational arguments diminishes as debates tend toward a political form wherein the goal is not so much to convince the other as to impose one's opinion.
However, the literature reviewed is sharply divided on how knowledge exchange interventions should adapt to variations in issue polarization. There is a clearly perceptible bias in the evaluation literature in favor of instrumental use as opposed to symbolic use (Knorr, 1977; Whiteman, 1985) . Since the more a context is polarized, the less it is seen as propitious for instrumental use through either a problem-driven or knowledge-driven model (Weiss, 1979) , much of the evaluation-based literature tends to suggest that as polarization grows the potential for use diminishes (Knott and Wildavsky, 1980; Lynn, 1978; Weiss and Bucuvalas, 1980a) . On the other hand, the literature rooted in political science takes a high level of polarization as a given. In this perspective, the way in which the system is polarized is the key to understanding the nature of ongoing coalitions (Carpenter et al., 2004; Hall and Deardorff, 2006; Heclo, 1978; Heinz et al., 1993; Jordan and Maloney, 1997; Kickert et al., 1999; Klijn, 1996; Rhodes, 1990) , the level of involvement of the various actors (Ainsworth, 1993; Baumgartner and Leech, 1996; Coglianese et al., 2004; Epstein and Ohalloran, 1995; Larocca, 2004; Sloof and Van Winden, 2000) and the content of the information exchanged (Austen- Smith and Wright, 1992; Burstein and Hirsh, 2007; Phillips and Phillips, 1984) . This tallies with observations made in the field of evaluation about the influence of ideological proximity on knowledge exchange processes (Caplan, 1979; Havelock, 1969; Weiss, 1977b Weiss, , 1983 Bucuvalas, 1980a, 1980b) . Such a view conceives of information as a commodity in political struggles, with both a price and a value (Hall and Deardorff, 2006) , and thus posits that it should be offered to allies and used strategically against opponents. This observation is supported by strong empirical data about the way lobbyists and organizations exchange information, the structure of communication networks between them and how the convergence of preferences and interests influences the communication process (Heaney, 2006; Heinz et al., 1993; Lowery et al., 2005; Smith, 1995; Wright, 1990) .
Cost-sharing equilibrium in knowledge exchange systems
The idea that knowledge has both a cost and a value was used by Bardach to suggest that knowledge will reach those 'for whom the utility of having it exceeds the disutility of obtaining it ' (1984: 126) . Although this statement is highly rationalist, there is a widely shared broader assumption in the literature that actors will invest energy and resources in knowledge exchange processes to the extent that they perceive this investment to be profitable (Amara et al., 2004; Austen-Smith and Wright, 1992; Black, 2001; Campbell et al., 2009; Carpenter et al., 2003; Coglianese et al., 2004; Harries et al., 1999; Jacobson et al., 2005; Knott and Wildavsky, 1980; Landry et al., 2001; Landry et al., 2003; Larocca, 2004; Olson, 1965) . If we accept the principle that knowledge exchange activities imply costs (e.g. time, money, attention), it follows that some within the knowledge exchange system will have to incur those costs. The challenge, then, is to understand the cost-sharing equilibrium between participants. Likewise, according to the political science literature, a concentration of either benefits or losses (Baumgartner and Leech, 1996; Olson, 1965) or a high level of polarization will turn many actors into de facto lobbyists (intermediaries) investing to advocate in favor of specific action proposals.
We based the framework used here on a commonly accepted typology of participants that distinguishes users, at one end, from producers or intermediaries at the other. Users are those participants in the system who hold institutionally sanctioned positions that allow them to intervene in the practices, rules and functioning of organizational, political or social systems. Producers are participants who contribute to legitimate knowledge production institutions without having the capacity to put the knowledge developed to use (Arendt, 1972; Caplan, 1979; Rich, 1979) . In the context of the present article, producers can be thought of mostly as evaluators. It is also crucial to remember that evaluators do not diffuse their results in a vacuum. Especially in polarized contexts, all kinds of stakeholders, lobbies and participants will want to have their say and will contribute to the information flow. Those third parties are variously called conveyors (Havelock, 1969) , brokers (Weiss, 1977a) , intermediaries (Huberman, 1994) or lobbyists (Milbrath, 1960 (Milbrath, , 1963 .
We therefore suggest that any operational system of knowledge exchange and use will be characterized by a given cost-sharing equilibrium between users, on one hand, and producers or intermediaries, on the other. For example, one well-known user-centered equilibrium is consultancy, in which users assume most of the costs, as they hire and pay the consultant and usually devote attention to the results. At the other end of the continuum, another well-known equilibrium is the push model, in which the results of research funded by a third party are more or less actively brought to the attention of potential users. In this model, it is either the producers or interested intermediaries who will devote time and resources to catch users' attention.
As stated in the introduction, knowledge exchange is at the core of any evaluation endeavor. However, as the focus of our literature review suggested, knowledge exchange is a broader phenomenon. Any effort to translate evaluation results into a modification of practices or a decision must take into account the fact that use processes have to contend with competition between various sources of advice. Collective knowledge exchange systems are networks of numerous individuals with often divergent opinions, preferences and interest. At any point in time, various kinds and sources of information compete for scarce resources -namely, users' attention (Lindblom, 1959: 84; Simon, 1971: 40-1) . Furthermore, the literature reviewed provides convincing arguments to the effect that users' responsibility is to balance various kinds of information (see for example the typologies of information from Hall and Deardorff, 2006; Peterson, 1995; Phillips and Phillips, 1984; Sabatier, 1978) .
When conceptualizing the processes by which the influence of evaluation results is positioned in relation to that of other sources of opinion and advice, it should be noted that our review found no credible empirical data showing any positive link between level of use and information's internal validity or the conformity of its production process with scientific procedures (Albaek, 1995; Booth, 1990; Bowen and Zwi, 2005; Bryant, 2003; Caplan et al., 1975; Elliott and Popay, 2000; Florio and Demartini, 1993; Freeman, 2007; Shulha and Cousins, 1997; Weiss, 1983; Weiss and Bucuvalas, 1980a; Whiteman, 1985) . There is general agreement that the use of knowledge is influenced by its relevance (timeliness, salience and actionability), credibility and accessibility (Amara et al., 2004; Beyer and Trice, 1982; Campbell et al., 2009; Caplan et al., 1975; Cousins and Leithwood, 1986; Lavis et al., 2003; Lindblom and Cohen, 1979; McNie, 2007; Mitton et al., 2007; Sabatier, 1978; Weiss and Bucuvalas, 1980a) . However, relevance and credibility are mostly perceptual dimensions that are very much influenced by users' pre-existing opinions and preferences (Gabbay et al., 2003; Greenberg and Mandell, 1991; Huberman, 1987; McNie, 2007; Milbrath, 1960; Weiss and Bucuvalas, 1980b) .
Taken together, the polarization and cost-sharing dimensions presented above can be used to draw a two-axis space. In the following sections, we summarize some well-known evaluation models and discuss the positions they are likely to occupy in this space.
Part II: Contrasting evaluation models
We believe the two-dimensional framework based on polarization and cost-sharing can offer interesting insights into evaluation use and particularly into the embedded relations between the evaluation context, the choice of an evaluation model, the role of the evaluator and evaluation results use, which we discuss in Part III. In this section, to lay the groundwork for that discussion and to provide hands-on examples of how the framework can be applied to the analysis of evaluation result use, we apply it to the comparative analysis of some wellknown evaluation models.
In 1991, Shadish and colleagues suggested that all evaluation models could be defined according to five core components that any evaluation model needs to address, albeit differently in each case (Shadish et al., 1991) . Predictably, use is one of them, with the others being social programming, knowledge, values and practice. The aim of this classification was to better understand the core principles of the various evaluation theories in order to contrast their defining principles and characteristics. Since this seminal publication, other classifications have been suggested. For example, Alkin and Christie proposed a tree-shaped graphic in which three of the four categories proposed by Shadish et al. (1991) are used to position evaluation models (Alkin and Christie, 2004) . Although less exhaustive than the approach of Shadish et al. (1991) , as it does not consider the dimensions of social programming and practice, this presentation is interesting in that it classifies models according to their dominant component. More recently, Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (2007) proposed another classification for interpreting and classifying evaluation models. They suggested four categories: pseudoevaluations, improvement/accountability approaches, social agenda/advocacy approaches and eclectic approaches. For a comprehensive and contrasted test sample to illustrate the application of our framework, we chose models that appear on each of the different branches of Alkin's and Christie's tree and that relate, at the same time, to each category in Stufflebeam's and Shinkfield's model. We selected models that, according to Alkin's and Christie's classification, prioritize use: utilization-focused evaluation and empowerment evaluation. We chose these two approaches because they are soundly discussed and contrasted in Stufflebeam's and Shinkfield's book: utilizationfocused evaluation is classified as an eclectic approach, while empowerment evaluation is classified as a peudo-evaluation theory. Similarly, we chose realistic evaluation because it was positioned as a methods-oriented approach according to Alkin's and Christie's classification and because it belongs to the improvement/accountability category in Stufflebeam's and Shinkfield's model. Finally, we chose democratic evaluation, which is placed on the valuing branch (Alkin and Christie, 2004) and in the social agenda/advocacy approaches (Stufflebeam and Shinkfield, 2007) . While this sample clearly does not do full justice to the diversity and complexity of the evaluation field, it nevertheless offers contrasted approaches to evaluation (see table 1 ).
Positioning some well-known evaluation models in our framework
To illustrate how our two-dimensional typology can be used, in the following paragraphs we propose the relative positioning of some well-known evaluation models. However, we preface our discussion with two disclaimers. First, models are intellectually slippery beasts; whenever one of us felt we had gained a secure grasp on where a model should be positioned, the other would present a different interpretation that would re-open the question. While we managed to reach consensus, we do not pretend to offer definitive answers. As we explain in the third section of this article, our ambition is not to position these evaluation models definitively, but rather to offer trans-theoretical and innovative insights into the relationships between use, models and contexts. Second, although we have positioned the models in two-dimensional matrices, we must stress that the number of squares they occupy has nothing to do with their respective usefulness or the breadth of their relevance.
Utilization-focused evaluation (Patton)-Use is central to Patton's utilization-focused evaluation (UFE)
, which 'begins with the premise that evaluations should be judged by their utility and actual use; therefore, evaluators should facilitate the evaluation process and design any evaluation with careful consideration of how everything that is done, from beginning to end, will affect use' (Patton, 1997: 20) . The goal of UFE is intended use (of the evaluation results) by intended users (Patton, 2005) . All steps of the evaluation are thought out with the aim of facilitating use by intended users, commonly called stakeholders. Patton defines stakeholders as 'people who have a stake -a vested interest -in evaluation findings' (Patton, 1997: 41) . The first step in UFE consists in identifying the intended users of the evaluation results and working closely with them to draw the evaluation parameters. By definition, this implies that users have committed, from the outset, to invest money and attention in the evaluation process. This position places UFE on the user pole of the costsharing equilibrium axis.
Positioning UFE in terms of polarization is not as straightforward. One interpretation considers that UFE is aimed at building consensus among stakeholders and fosters only instrumental use (as opposed to other types of use (Beyer and Trice, 1982) ), in which case it would be hard to conceive of how UFE could be implemented outside low-polarized contexts. Another interpretation, based on a more restrictive view of users, posits that if the users are a subset of all stakeholders, and if those users could appropriate evaluation findings to strategically defend their own preferences and interests, then UFE can be implemented in any context regardless of the level of polarization. In Patton's description of UFE, the aim of fostering instrumental use (Patton, 2005) clearly dominates over strategic (Greenberg and Mandell, 1991; Whiteman, 1985) or symbolic (Beyer and Trice, 1982; Knorr, 1977; Weiss and Bucuvalas, 1980a) use. Nevertheless, one could interpret this stance as aiming to increase instrumental use of the evaluation in a specific group of primary users in order to, in a second step, play a strategic role in a broader polarized arena. Our own understanding of UFE tallies with this second view and is illustrated in Figure 1 .
Realistic evaluation (Pawson and Tilley)-Realistic evaluation is a variant of theorydriven evaluation. It considers programs as theories and suggests that the evaluator's role is
to understand what works, for whom, and in which circumstances Tilley, 1997, 2005) . It is a method-driven evaluation, in Alkin's and Christie's (2004) classification, and belongs to the improvement/accountability approaches in the typology of Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (2007) . This model is not centered on the needs of specific users. It aims rather at providing a deep understanding of program theory centered on the interaction between the program and its specific contextual conditions of implementation. It may be funded either by users or by third parties but does not resemble a consultancy approach. This means that, even if funded by users, the evaluation process will not require direct or significant user involvement. For these reasons, we suggest that this model belongs on the producers/ intermediaries side of the cost-sharing axis.
With respect to polarization, the realistic approach is rather agnostic. It is as likely to be used in low as in highly polarized contexts (especially if a third party funds the evaluation). For any evaluation to take place, it means minimally that gaining a better understanding of the program is a priority for someone. This does not mean, however, that there is consensus among stakeholders on this assessment. This tallies with Rogers' (1999) analysis, when she points out that realistic evaluation may encounter resistance from particular stakeholders if conclusions have implications that run contrary to their preferences or interests. For these reasons, we believe the realistic approach does not take any clear stand on polarization and thus occupies the lower half of the conceptual model (see Figure 2 ).
Empowerment evaluation (Fetterman and Wandersman)-Empowerment
evaluation is a model that aims at improving the program evaluated, mostly through the development of the skills and autonomy of selected participants (Fetterman, 2005; Fetterman and Wandersman, 2005) . It is generally conducted with a pool of program staff members and stakeholders who will be actively involved in identifying evaluation questions, collecting and analyzing data, and formulating next steps. Alkin and Christie (2004) place empowerment evaluation on the use branch of their tree, while Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (2007) consider it can easily turn into a form of pseudo-evaluation:
The empowerment activities move into the pseudoevaluation range when an external evaluator credits an internal evaluation as his own, credits a flawed internal evaluation as sound, stands silent when the client attributes the evaluation findings to the external evaluator, or fails to ensure that the evaluation will be subjected to an independent metaevaluation. (Stufflebeam and Shinkfield, 2007: 154)
The skill development component at the core of this model rests on intense and active stakeholder participation in, or even ownership of, the evaluation (Miller and Campbell, Contandriopoulos 2006). Empowerment evaluation thus clearly stands at the user pole of the cost-sharing axis (see Figure 3 ).
Regarding the polarization axis, Miller and Campbell (2006) surveyed 46 studies that identified themselves as empowerment evaluations. One of their core conclusions is the importance of working in a democratic/deliberative mode to help people analyze and improve their programs. In other words, to succeed, empowerment evaluations depend in large part on consensus-building. This requirement makes it hard to imagine an empowerment evaluation being conducted in a highly polarized context without it adding oil to the fire. We have therefore positioned this model in the upper left quadrant of our conceptual framework.
Democratic evaluation (House and Howe)-According to House and Howe, democratic evaluators are advocates of democracy (1999) . Their aim is to provide society with reliable and relevant information to support public debates (MacDonald and Kushner, 2005) . They should not be advocates for particular stakeholder groups, nor should they 'play the role of neutral facilitators among advocates of competing "value summaries" or stakeholder "constructions"' (House and Howe, 1999: 96) . All perspectives should be represented in their evaluations, balancing out values and interests. This approach requires an independent evaluator position (MacDonald and Kushner, 2005) . Clearly, in democratic evaluation, costs are not shared but are borne mainly by the evaluator, placing this model on the producers/intermediaries pole on the cost-sharing axis (Figure 4) .
Likewise, the strong accent in this model on the need for a neutral evaluator rests on the assumption that stakeholders' interests and points of view are divergent. However, democratic evaluation goes beyond the recognition that polarization matters and takes a clear stand on the fact that, in our societies, some are less equal than others. The evaluator's social role is thus to encourage democratic debates and to contribute to the rebalancing of power relations in program-related decisions. As stated by MacDonald and Kushner, democratic evaluation is most appropriate in contexts where there are 'widespread concerns' (MacDonald and Kushner, 2005: 113) . Democratic evaluation therefore belongs in the lower right quadrant of our conceptual framework.
Part III: Putting it all together
A first observation is that the two-dimensional space we developed to conceptualize use processes allows for effective contrasting of evaluation models. Each of the four models occupies a specific position in this space, and each, explicitly or not, is based on a particular conception of the relation between users and evaluators as well as on assumptions about the nature of the context. These models obviously rest on quite different assumptions, yet we believe the conceptual dimensions we developed are useful to analyze their similitude and divergences. Nevertheless, the actual potential of these conceptual dimensions goes further. Results from our systematic review of the literature suggest that both the level and the nature of results use will vary according to specific positions on the cost-sharing and polarization axes.
First, as soon as users are willing to bear most of the costs, the potential for use increases dramatically. This observation is supported by converging evidence from all disciplinary traditions surveyed. Our data suggest there is a utilization 'paradise' in our two-dimensional space (see Figure 5) . Second, there is also much robust evidence, mostly from political science (Bryant, 2003; Carpenter et al., 2004; Hall and Deardorff, 2006; Lowery et al., 2005; Phillips and Phillips, 1984; Smith, 1995) , showing that high levels of polarization are associated with situations in which stakeholders are willing to invest significant amounts of resources and energy to get heard (Bourgeois and Nizet, 1993; Bryant, 2003; Heaney, 2006; Smith, 1995) . This investment takes the form of lobby-like activities where 'amenable' evaluation results are likely to be used as ammunition in political battles. The literature offers quite convincing theoretical demonstrations as well as some empirical evidence that this translates into potentially significant levels of use. The lobbying zone will also intersect to some extent with the utilization paradise when users are ready to invest significant resources in a given evaluation with the purely tactical aim of supporting their own view against divergent information. Finally, there is a third zone we describe as the 'knowledgedriven swamp'. Here we find low-polarized contexts in which the evaluator bears most of the costs and which are associated with very little potential for use. Results produced in this quadrant are likely to join the ever-growing pile of ignored advice and shelved reports.
Parenthetically, readers may have noted from the adjectives describing the quadrants in our framework that we consider that even strategic (Whiteman, 1985) or symbolic (Knorr, 1977) use (using evaluation results to support pre-existing positions) is probably preferable to the absence of any use. This self-confessed bias rests on the idea that even the most partisan use increases information circulation and that, as long as the information is not totally erroneous, this is better than nothing. Practically, notwithstanding how objective evaluation results may be, their use will take place in political systems (Chelimsky, 1987; Palumbo, 1987; Weiss, 1987b) . Greenberg and Mandell (1991) provide a good discussion of empirical data supporting the view that strategic use of given selective information contributes to its diffusion within the system and increases the likeliness of its uptake by other, more neutral users. However, some may also offer coherent arguments supporting the opposite viewthat no use is preferable to partisan use. For those taking this second perspective, it is important to note that the results of our systematic review suggest that most use occurring in polarized contexts (the two right quadrants of the graph) is likely to be selective and partisan, and even more so as polarization grows. Figure 5 illustrates the three zones of use and reproduces our interpretation of our four illustrative models. This figure shows that the model we developed includes hypotheses on each evaluation model's probability of fostering use.
Debates on results use have traditionally focused on the means an evaluator can or should employ to influence and encourage use. The evaluation process is generally targeted as an avenue for the evaluator to increase evaluation results use. Even if evaluation models are based on contrasted epistemological and methodological foundations, fostering use is generally thought to depend on the evaluator's abilities to strategically harness the evaluation process and exploit his personal communication qualities. Yet, our analysis shows it would be a mistake to think results use depends primarily on the model used or the evaluator's qualities. Certainly these two factors play a role, but focusing on them to explain results use can obscure an essential determinant: the evaluation context. The results discussed in the first section of this article suggest that contextual characteristics explain in large part the level and nature of results use. In Part II, we positioned selected evaluation models in the two-dimensional framework, characterizing context according to those models' core components. In this section, we discuss the meaning of this alignment between context characteristics and models and the implications this can have for evaluation practice.
It is important to recognize that implicit hypotheses regarding the level of freedom evaluators actually have in selecting the model used in each context have different implications for practice. At the macro level, institutional rules and requirements, such as governmental frameworks, might strongly restrict evaluators' capacity to choose what evaluation model they will use. At the micro level, the choice of evaluation model is likely to be structured by evaluators' preferences, skills and training, as well as by their status (consultant, researcher, bureaucrat, etc.), which determines their degree of independence. Depending on where we position the evaluator's actual capacity to choose the evaluation model implemented, three different conclusions can be drawn about the fit between model and context. These are summarized in Table 2 .
The first case is what we call a contingency theory driven fit. If evaluators are free to rely on the evaluation model they want and are skilful in diagnosing the context's characteristics, then good evaluators will be able to choose models that fit with the context. The last case is what we call a natural selection fit. If evaluators have strong and stable preferences regarding model choice and are sensitive to the contextual appropriateness of their favoured model, then they will tend to specialize in specific niche contexts where the model they work with is a good fit. Between these two outcomes where models and contexts are in fit, there are possible outcomes where the fit between model and context will occur randomly and sometimes result in misfit. It is important to stress that the result of such a misfit between the evaluation model used and the context characteristics is not only that little use of the evaluation result can be expected, but more centrally, that it will prove difficult or even impossible to implement the evaluation model itself in a coherent way.
In the case of a contingency theory driven fit, it should be stressed that evaluators will have to conclude from time to time that they are working in a context where a high level of instrumental use is unlikely. If we are right in our premise that characteristics of the evaluand's context explain the nature and the level of use, over and above the choice of evaluation model, then, short of influencing the characteristics of the context itself, evaluators' capacity to increase use is effectively limited.
In cases of natural selection fit, some evaluators will specialize in contexts propitious to high levels of instrumental use, while others will have a harder time getting their results used. This is likely to produce rather different views about the practice of evaluation. It is easy to see parallels between this idea and the deep-seated divergent views of Patton and Weiss over the evaluator's capacity to increase use, drawn from each of their own considerable experiences of evaluation practice (Patton, 1988; Weiss, 1987a Weiss, , 1988 .
Conclusion
This article's contribution lies in providing a framework for understanding utilization and predicting the impact of evaluation results. A systematic review of the literature by Contandriopoulos et al., (2010) demonstrated the determining influence of contextual characteristics on the use of research results. Our model goes a step further by establishing the links between the primary components of models and their positioning in relation to the dimensions influencing results use: the degree of polarization and the distribution of costs between producers and users. Thus, evaluation models advance certain constituent principles and hypotheses that have the effect of placing them in different contexts.
The correspondence between what the literature tells us about the influence of contextual characteristics and the models' positions as self-determined by their core components leads to the notion of fit, as discussed above. In conclusion, we would like to highlight two implications of this discussion for evaluation practice.
First, the desire to maximize results use should not lead systematically to selecting evaluation models that are more oriented toward use, nor to eliminating certain evaluation models that might be found in contexts where instrumental use is less probable. Doing so would involve deliberately contributing to a natural selection fit by deeming unsuitable for evaluation purposes contexts where easy instrumental use is unlikely. Our own view of the evaluative endeavor is broader, being based on the principle that appropriate models exist for any and all contexts and that while a context-driven low potential for use should be taken into account, it does not constitute a reason not to evaluate a program.
Second -and this point would deserve a paper of its own -it could also be argued that context characteristics are not immutable and that astute evaluators might indeed influence them. One avenue would be to influence the context and eventually make it more favorable for use by acting on one of the axes, either by trying to reduce polarization or by trying to change the representations of potential users to promote their participation. Going down this road means abandoning the simple role of evaluator and adopting a politically involved or lobbying role. As well, following that path, if not a utopian proposition, will certainly be a long and demanding one. 
